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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
1/31/2008 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/31/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

3. Applicant traverses the obvious type double patenting rejection in page 7-1 0 of 
the remark asserting Basir et al was not filed by the same inventive entity. The examiner 
use Basir et al as a secondary reference with application 10/674,840 to reject the 
instant application under obvious-type double patenting. Basir et al is only a secondary 
reference and it does not need to be filed by the same inventive entity. MPEP 804[R-5] 
(II) (1) recites "A double patenting rejection of the obviousness-type>, if not based on an 
anticipation rationales is "analogous to [a failure to meet] the nonobviousness 
requirement of 35 U.S.C. 1 03" except that the patent principally underlying the double 
patenting rejection is not considered prior art. In re Braithwaite, 379 F.2d 594, 154 
USPQ 29 (CCPA1967). Therefore, *>the< analysis employed in an obviousness- 
type double patenting rejection parallels the guidelines for analysis of a 35 U.S.C. 
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103 obviousness determination. In re Braat, 937 F.2d 589, 19 USPQ2d 1289 (Fed. 
Cir. 1991); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985)." 

4. On page 1 0 of the remark, applicant argues, for claims 1 ,6, 8, and 1 0, "Basir fails 
to teach, suggest, or describe that when the eccentric event signal is received, 
transferring the content of the volatile memory to the non-volatile memory". However, 
the claims do not call for this limitation. 

5. On page 1 2 of the remark, applicant argues, Basir et al fail to teach "transferring 
the contents of the volatile memory to the non-volatile memory when the eccentric event 
signal is received". However, the claims do not call for this limitation. 

6. On page 1 2 of the remark, applicant argues Basir et al fail to teach "tagging at 
least one of the time-delayed audio data and the time-delayed video data with metadata 
describing the rule that caused the contents of the loop buffer to be transferred to the 
memory. However, the abstract and paragraphs 34-37 of Basir teach this limitation. 
Basir et al teach a data capture module gather vehicle and occupant data that provides 
a very accurate and complete view of the conditions prior to, during and post the 
eccentric event. This data (occupant data and vehicle data) is stored in the circular 
buffer with the video data, and transferred to the memory once the fixed period of time 
elapsed. 
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Double Patenting 

1 . The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, All 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1 , 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply 
with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

2. Claims 1 , 3,4, 5,6,7 and 18, provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
double patenting over claims 1 -7, 1 0-1 1 (these claims filed on 1 0/26/2007) of copending 
Application No. 10/674,770, hereinafter referred to as #770. This is a provisional double 
patenting rejection since the conflicting claims have not yet been patented. 

The subject matter claimed in the instant application is fully disclosed in the 
referenced copending application and would be covered by any patent granted on that 
copending application since the referenced copending application and the instant 
application are claiming common subject matter, as follows: 

For claims 1 and 18 of the instant application, claim 11 fully disclosed the 
claimed subject matter of the instant application. Although the conflicting claims are not 
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identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because claims 1 and 18 of 
the instant application are broader than claim 1 1 of #770. 

For claims 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 of the instant applications are anticipated by claims 2, 
3, 5, 6, 10 of #770, respectively. 

Furthermore, there is no apparent reason why applicant would be prevented from 
presenting claims corresponding to those of the instant application in the other 
copending application. See In re Schneller, 397 F.2d 350, 158 USPQ 210 (CCPA 
1968). See also MPEP § 804. 

3. Claims 1, 3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 18, 20 are provisionally rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1,6- 
9,11,15 and 18 of copending Application No. 10/674840 (#840) filed on 9/12/2007 and 
further in view of Basir et al (US 2003/0,154,009 A1). Although the conflicting claims 
are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because 

For claim 18 of the instant application, claims 1 and 18 of #840 teach storing 
in memory at least one of audio data and video data of an event, the video data 
comprising a series of picture frames; specifying at least one of 1) multiple regions of 
interest within a single picture frame and II) multiple regions of disinterest within single 
picture frame (see claims 1 and 18 of #840). 
However, #840 fails to teach: 

• receiving vehicular data describing powertrain management system 
information, electrical management system information and chassis 
management system information; 
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• storing a set of rules specifying the vehicular data that causes a 
transfer of a contents of the loop buffer to the memory; 

• when the vehicular data satisfies a rule, then transferring the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory to provide at least one of 
time-delayed audio data and time-delayed video data, the time- 
delayed audio and the time-delayed video data preceding the 
event; 

• tagging at least one of the time-delayed audio and the time-delayed 
video data with metadata describing the rule that caused the 
contents of the loop buffer to be transferred to the memory . 



Basir et al teach: 

• receiving vehicular data describing powertrain management system 
information (e.g. paragraph [0034], data capture module gathers 
engine parameters, transmission status), electrical management 
system information (e.g. status lights), and chassis management 
system (e.g. airbag data) information; 

• storing a set of rules specifying the vehicular data that causes a 
transfer of a contents of the loop buffer to the memory (e.g. 
paragraph [0037]-[0038], vehicle events and statistics is captured 
by the data capture module); 
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• when the vehicular data satisfies a rule, then transferring the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory to provide at least one of 
time-delayed audio data and time-delayed video data, the time- 
delayed audio and the time-delayed video data preceding the event 
(e.g. paragraph [0040]-[0041], occurrence of the eccentric event 
corresponds to the "rule"); 

• tagging at least one of the time-delayed audio and the time-delayed 
video data with metadata describing the rule that caused the 
contents of the loop buffer to be transferred to the memory (e.g. 
paragraph [0031]-[0032], the non-visual vehicle and occupant data 
described in paragraph [0034], [0038]-[0039] are stored as the 
event data, the video of the event is "stamps" in synchronized with 
the non-visual vehicle and occupant data, wherein the "stamps" 
corresponds to "tagging"). 

It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Basir et al into the teaching of #840 
to increase the quality of or resolution for the region of interest. 

Claim 1 of the instant application is rejected for the same reasons as discussed 
in claim 18 above. 

For claim 6 of the instant application, Basir et al teach communicating the 
contents of the loop buffer via a communication network (e.g. paragraph [0032] and 
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figure 1 , the memory bus between volatile storage 8 and non-volatile storage 9 
corresponds to the communication network). 

For claim 8 of the instant application, Basir et al teach receiving the vehicular 
data comprises receiving data representing an output from an electrical sensor (e.g. 
paragraph [0027]). 

For claim 10 of the instant application, Basir et al teach interfacing with means 
for sensing the event (e.g. paragraph [0027]). 

Regarding claim 13 of the instant application, claims 1 and 18 of #840 teach 
applying a set of rules when specifying the multiple regions of interest and the multiple 
regions of disinterest (see claims 1 and 18 of #840). 

Regarding claim 20 of the instant application, claims 1 and 18 of #840 teach 
applying a set of rules to dynamically vary the bit rate of the transferred contents (see 
claims 1 and 18 of #840). 

Regarding claim 3 of the instant application, claim 8 of #840 teach mass- 
storage device (see claim 8 of #840). 

Regarding claims 4 and12 of the instant application, claim 9 of #840 teach 
optical storage device (see claim 9 of #840). 

Regarding claim 5 of the instant application, claim 1 1 of #840 teach Flash 
storage device (see claim 11 of #840). 

Regarding claim 7 of the instant application, claims 6 and 7 of #840 teach 
transfer the contents of the loop buffer to the memory (see claim 7 of #840). 
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Regarding claim 9 of the instant application, claims 15 of #840 teach tagging 
the video data with a description of the contents of the loop buffer (see claim 1 5 of 
#840). 

4. Claims 2 and 19 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1 ,6-9,1 1 ,15 and 
18 of copending Application No. 10/674840 (#840) filed on 9/12/2007 and Basir et al 
(US 2003/0,154,009 A1) as applied to claims 1 , 3,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 1 1 , 12, 13, 15, 16, 
1 7, 1 8, 20 above and further in view of Zimmerman et al (US 2005/0,021 ,1 97 A1 ). 
Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from 
each other because 

See the teaching of #840 and Basir et al above. 

For claims 2 and 1 9 of the instant application, #840 and Basir et al fail to teach 
receiving the vehicular data comprises receiving data representing an output from at 
least one or a yaw, a pitch, and a roll accelerometer. Zimmerman et al teach receiving 
the vehicular data comprises receiving data representing an output from at least one or 
a yaw, a pitch, and a roll accelerometer (e.g. paragraph [0029]). It would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate 
the teaching of Zimmerman et al into the teaching of #840 and Basir et al to reduce the 
cost for error inspection and diagnostic for a vehicle (e.g. Zimmerman et al, paragraph 
[0006]). 
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This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 

Specification 

5. The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claims 11-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

For claim 1 1 , there's no description for "when the occurrence matches the 
particular occurrence specified in the set of rules or is within the region of interest in a 
picture frame specified by the set of rules...". There's no description for "storing a set of 
rules specifying a particular occurrence that causes a transfer of contents of the loop 
buffer to the memory and a region of interest in a picture frame of the series of picture 
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frames within which any occurrence causes a transfer of contents of the loop buffer to 
memory." 

Claims 12-17 are also affected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 1 22(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 1, 6, 8 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Basir et al (US 2003/0,154,009 A1 ). 

In regards to claim 1 , Basir et al teach a method, comprising: 

• storing in memory at least one of audio data and video data of an 
event, the video data comprising a series of picture frames (e.g. 
paragraph [0030], A/V data are stored in the circular buffer when an 
eccentric event has been detected; also see paragraph [0045] for 
audio data); 

• storing at least one of the audio data and the video data in a loop 
buffer (e.g. circular buffer); 
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• receiving vehicular data describing powertrain management system 
information (e.g. paragraph [0034], data capture module gathers 
engine parameters, transmission status), electrical management 
system information (e.g. status lights), and chassis management 
system (e.g. airbag data) information; 

• storing a set of rules specifying the vehicular data that causes a 
transfer of a contents of the loop buffer to the memory (e.g. 
paragraph [0037]-[0038], vehicle events and statistics is captured 
by the data capture module); 

• when the vehicular data satisfies a rule, then transferring the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory to provide at least one of 
time-delayed audio data and time-delayed video data, the time- 
delayed audio and the time-delayed video data preceding an event 
associated with the vehicular data that causes the transfer of the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory; and (e.g. paragraph 
[0040]-[0041], occurrence of the eccentric event corresponds to the 
"rule"); 

• tagging at least one of the time-delayed audio and the time-delayed 
video data with metadata describing the rule that caused the 
contents of the loop buffer to be transferred to the memory (e.g. 
paragraph [0031]-[0032], the non-visual vehicle and occupant data 
described in paragraph [0034], [0038]-[0039] are stored as the 
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event data, the video of the event is "stamps" in synchronized with 
the non-visual vehicle and occupant data, wherein the "stamps" 
corresponds to "tagging"). 
For claim 6, Basir et al teach communicating the contents of the loop buffer via a 
communication network (e.g. paragraph [0032] and figure 1, the memory bus between 
volatile storage 8 and non-volatile storage 9 corresponds to the communication 
network). 

For claim 8, Basir et al teach receiving the vehicular data comprises receiving 
data representing an output from an electrical sensor (e.g. paragraph [0027]). 

For claim 10, Basir et al teach interfacing with means for sensing the event (e.g. 
paragraph [0027]). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 0. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

1 1 . Claims 18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Basir et al (US 2003/0,1 54,009) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8 and 1 0 above, and 
further in view of Krishnamurthy et al (US 6,496,607 B1 ). 

For claim 18, Basir et al fail to teach specifying at least one of i) multiple regions 
of interest within a single picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest within the 
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single picture frame; Krishnamurthy et al teach specifying at least one of i) multiple 
regions of interest within a single picture frame and ii) multiple regions of disinterest 
within the single picture frame (e.g. column 6, line 62-column 7, line 1 0). It would have 
been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate the teaching of Krishnamurthy et al into the teaching of Basir et al to 
increase the quality of or resolution for the region of interest (Krishnamurthy et al, 
column 7, lines 5-10). 

Regarding claim 20, Krishnamurthy et al teach applying a set of rules to 
dynamically vary the bit rate of the transferred contents of the loop buffer (e.g. column 
6, line 45- column 7, line 10, different coding standards for various areas of the frame 
according to the difference in importance and the bit rate of the data stream is vary due 
to this reason). 

12. Claims 11,13, 15, 16 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Basir et al (US 2003/0,1 54,009 A1 ) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8 and 1 0 
and further in view of Brodsky et al (US 2003/0,058,341 A1 ). 
See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

For claim 1 1 , Basir et al fail to teach a set of rule specifying a particular 
occurrence and a region of interest in a picture frame of the series of picture frames of 
occurrence. When the occurrence matches the particular occurrence specified in the set 
of rules or is within the region of interest in a picture frame specified by the set of rules. 
Brodsky et al teach a set of rule specifying a particular occurrence and a region of 
interest in a picture frame of the series of picture frames of occurrence. When the 
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occurrence matches the particular occurrence specified in the set of rules or is within 
the region of interest in a picture frame specified by the set of rules (see e.g. abstract, 
paragraphs 9-13). It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Brodsky et al into the teaching of 
Basir et al for consistent video based detection of specific event (Brodsky et al, 
paragraph 8). 

For claim 13, Basir et al teach wherein the particular occurrence that causes a 
transfer of the contents of the loop buffer to the memory is associated with vehicular 
data including at least one or powertrain management system information, electrical 
management system information, and chassis management system information (e.g. 
paragraph 34). 

For claim 15, Basir et al teach interface with means for sensing the occurrence 
(e.g. paragraph 29, video analyzer). 

For claim 16, Basir et al teach communicating the contents of the loop buffer via 
a communications network (e.g. paragraph 43). 

For claim 17, Basir et al teach tagging the video data with a description of the 
contents of the loop buffer (e.g. paragraphs 34-36 and abstract). 

13. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/0154,009 A1 ) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8 and 10 above. 
See the teaching of Basir et al above. 
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Regarding claim 3, Basir et al fail to specify the file system 17 is a mass-storage 
device. The examiner takes official notice for the mass-storage device. It would have 
been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
utilized a mass-storage device as a file system to increase the storage capacity. 

14. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/ 0,1 54 ,009 A1) as applied to claims 1,6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15,16, 18 and 20 
above. 

See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

Regarding claim 4, Basir et al fail to specify the file system 17 is an optical 
storage device. The examiner takes official notice for the optical storage device. It would 
have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have utilized an optical storage as a file system to increase the storage capacity. 

15. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/ 0,1 54 ,009 A1 ) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5,1 6, 1 8 and 20 
above. 

See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

Regarding claim 5 Basir et al fail to specify the file system 17 is a flash memory 
storage device. The examiner takes official notice for the flash memory storage device. 
It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to have utilized a mass-storage device as a file system to increase the storage 
capacity. 

16. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/ 0,154,009 A1) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8, 10, 11, 13, 15,16, 18 and 20 
above, and further in view of Maeda et al (US 6,763,071 B1 ). 

See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

Regarding claim 9, Basir et al fail to teach tagging the video data with metadata, 
the metadata providing a description of the contents. Maeda et al teach tagging the 
video data with metadata, the metadata providing a description of the contents (e.g. 
column 12, lines 53-67). It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Meada et al into the 
teaching of Basir et al to tag the video data of the loop buffer for prompt identification of 
the video. 

17. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/01 54,009 A1 ) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8,1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5,1 6, 1 8 and 20 above, 
and further in view of Fiore et al (US 2002/0,1 91 ,952 A1 ). 

See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

Regarding claim 7, Basir et al fail to teach a switch to transfer the contents of the 
loop buffer to the memory. Fiore et al teach interfacing with a switch to transfer the 
contents of the loop buffer to the memory (e.g. paragraph [0047], swapping between 
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RAM 1 9 and File system 1 7 from the circular buffer, "interfacing" corresponds to a wire). 
It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to have incorporate the teaching of Fiore et al into the teaching of Basir et al for 
minimizing dropped frames (Fiore et al, paragraph [0013]). 

18. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et al 
(US 2003/01 54,009 A1 ) as applied to claims 1 , 6, 8, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5,1 6, 1 8 and 20 
above, and further in view of Zimmerman et al (US 2005/0,021 ,1 97 A1 ). 

See the teaching of Basir et al above. 

For claim 2, Basir et al fail to teach receiving the vehicular data comprises 
receiving data representing an output from at least one or a yaw, a pitch, and a roll 
accelerometer. Zimmerman et al teach receiving the vehicular data comprises receiving 
data representing an output from at least one or a yaw, a pitch, and a roll accelerometer 
(e.g. paragraph [0029]). It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Zimmerman et al into the 
teaching of Basir et al to reduce the cost for error inspection and diagnostic for a vehicle 
(e.g. Zimmerman et al, paragraph [0006]). 

19. Claim19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et 
al (US 2003/01 54,009 A1 ) and Krishnamurthy et al (US 6,496,607 B1 ) as applied to 
claims 1 , 6, 8, 1 0, 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5,1 6, 1 8 and 20 above, and further in view of Zimmerman et 
al (US 2005/0,021,197 A1). 
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See the teaching of Basir et al and Krishnamurthy et al above. 

For claim19, Basir et al and Krishnamurthy et al fail to teach receiving the 
vehicular data comprises receiving data representing an output from at least one or a 
yaw, a pitch, and a roll accelerometer. Zimmerman et al teach receiving the vehicular 
data comprises receiving data representing an output from at least one or a yaw, a 
pitch, and a roll accelerometer (e.g. paragraph [0029]). It would have been obvious to 
one ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the 
teaching of Zimmerman et al into the teaching of Basir et al and Krishnamurthy et al to 
reduce the cost for error inspection and diagnostic for a vehicle (e.g. Zimmerman et al, 
paragraph [0006]). 

20. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et 
al (US 2003/0154,009 A1) and Brodsky et al (US 2003/0,058,341 A1) as applied to 
claims 11,13,15,16 and 1 7 above, and further in view of Zimmerman et al (US 
2005/0,021,197 A1). 

See the teaching of Basir et al and Brodsky et al above. 

For claim 14, Basir et al and Brodsky et al fail to teach receiving the vehicular 
data comprises receiving data representing an output from at least one or a yaw, a 
pitch, and a roll accelerometer. Zimmerman et al teach receiving the vehicular data 
comprises receiving data representing an output from at least one or a yaw, a pitch, and 
a roll accelerometer (e.g. paragraph [0029]). It would have been obvious to one ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of 
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Zimmerman et al into the teaching of Basir et al and Brodsky et al to reduce the cost for 
error inspection and diagnostic for a vehicle (e.g. Zimmerman et al, paragraph [0006]). 

21 . Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Basir et 
al (US 2003/ 0,154 ,009 A1) and Brodsky et al (US 2003/0,058,341 A1) as applied to 
claims 1 1 , 1 3, 1 5, 1 6 and 1 7 above, and further in view of Maeda et al (US 6,763,071 
B1). 

See the teaching of Basir et al and Brodsky et al above. 

Regarding claim 12, Basir et al and Brodsky et al fail to specify the file system 
17 is an optical storage device. The examiner takes official notice for the optical storage 
device. It would have been obvious for one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have utilized an optical storage as a file system to increase the 
storage capacity. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daquan Zhao whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1119. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Fri. 7:30 -5, alt Fri. off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tran Thai Q, can be reached on (571)272-7382. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Daquan Zhao/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2621 
Daquan Zhao 

/Thai Tran/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



